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THE LONDON BOROUGH OF CAMDEN

At a meeting of the PLANNING COMMITTEE held on THURSDAY, 23RD JANUARY, 
2020 at 7.00 pm in The Council Chamber, Crowndale Centre, 218 Eversholt Street, 
London, NW1 1BD

MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE PRESENT

Councillors Heather Johnson (Chair), Flick Rea (Vice-Chair), Danny Beales, 
Adam Harrison, Samata Khatoon, Jenny Mulholland, Lazzaro Pietragnoli, 
Nazma Rahman, Georgie Robertson, Peter Taheri, Sue Vincent and Anna Wright

MEMBERS OF THE COMMITTEE ABSENT

Councillors Marcus Boyland, Oliver Cooper and Andrew Parkinson

ALSO PRESENT

Councillors Pat Callaghan and Richard Cotton

The minutes should be read in conjunction with the agenda for the meeting. 
They are subject to approval and signature at the next meeting of the Planning 
Committee and any corrections approved at that meeting will be recorded in 
those minutes.

MINUTES

1.  APOLOGIES 

Apologies for absence were received from Councillors Oliver Cooper and Andrew 
Parkinson.

Apologies for lateness were received from Councillors Jenny Mulholland and 
Lazzaro Pietragnoli.

2.  DECLARATIONS BY MEMBERS OF PECUNIARY AND NON-PECUNIARY 
INTERESTS IN RESPECT OF ITEMS ON THIS AGENDA 

Councillor Sue Vincent declared for transparency that she worked for Urban Design 
London who were hosted by Transport for London, but did not consider this a 
prejudicial interest so would participate on all items as normal.

In respect of item 7(4), Maria Fidelis School, Councillors Danny Beales and Heather 
Johnson declared that they had met with local residents regarding the proposals but 
had not expressed any views and retained an open mind. They would therefore 
participate and vote on the application as normal.
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3.  ANNOUNCEMENTS 

Webcasting

The Chair announced that the meeting was being broadcast live to the internet and 
would be capable of repeated viewing and copies of the recording could be made 
available to those that requested them. Those seated in the Chamber were deemed 
to be consenting to being filmed. Anyone wishing to avoid appearing on the webcast 
should move to one of the galleries.

Reflections Session, 30th January 2020

The Chair reminded the Committee that there would be a reflections session for 
Committee members and officers at 6.30pm on Thursday 30th January in Committee 
Room 2. A policy and performance meeting of the Committee would follow at 
7.30pm.

Developer’s Briefing, 10th February 2020

The Head of Development Management outlined there would be a Developer’s 
Briefing meeting on Monday 10th February at 6.30pm in the Council Chamber for 
proposed developments at the Clockwork Building, Blackburn Road, NW6 and the 
former Central St Martin’s College, Southampton Row, WC1.

4.  REPRESENTATIONS TO THE COMMITTEE 

RESOLVED –

THAT the deputations and written submissions contained in the supplementary 
agendas be accepted except for those related to item 7(5), 75 Lawn Road, London, 
NW3 2XB.

5.  NOTIFICATION OF ANY ITEMS OF BUSINESS THAT THE CHAIR 
DECIDES TO TAKE AS URGENT 

There was no urgent business.

6.  MINUTES 

RESOLVED –

THAT the minutes of the meeting held on 19th December 2019 be approved and 
signed as a correct record.
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7.  PLANNING APPLICATIONS 

Consideration was given to the report of the Executive Director Supporting 
Communities.

7(1)  115-119 CAMDEN HIGH STREET, LONDON, NW1 7JS 

Consideration was also given to the information contained in the tabled papers as 
well as the deputations as referred to at item 4 above.

The Planning Officer reported that in respect of condition 10 regarding non-road 
mobile machinery, new standards were now in place and the wording of the 
condition needed to be revised to reflect this.

The Committee considered a model of the scheme noting the orientation of the site. 
They were advised about the stepping up of height to the corner of the traffic junction 
and stepping down on Delancey Street, which broke up the profile. It was noted that 
the height as now proposed was 30cm taller than the previous design to improve its 
relationship to the neighbouring building; the model’s size reflected the previously 
proposed height. Officers also outlined the recessed entrance, confirmed that only 
6% of journeys to the premises were expected to be via taxi and that the potential 
two-way cycle path on Delancey Street had been factored into consideration of the 
scheme.

Material samples were also considered, with information provided on the window 
treatments and the brickwork treatments, which would be slightly different on each 
façade to create architectural interest. The majority of the external façade would be 
red brick and the details of materials would be secured by condition.

In discussion, Committee members raised concerns with some of the proposed 
transport and servicing arrangements highlighting particularly the location of the 
loading bay and potential danger to cyclists, disability access, the distance between 
the servicing area and residential units, and arrangements for waste storage and 
removal.

In response, officers outlined there would be a dedicated bin store at ground floor 
level for the residential units. This would have inward opening doors so would not 
affect the highway. A condition was proposed to the secure details of a refuse and 
waste strategy. The commercial refuse would have its own arrangements secured as 
part of the servicing management plan. Refuse collections and deliveries would all 
be to the same point in Signmaker’s Yard, which officers felt was achievable using 
marshals. 

The servicing management plan would be a living document that could adapt to 
encompass different servicing options depending on whether the cycle scheme on 
Delancey Street was progressed. The contract covering the commercial waste could 
include the terms of how that waste was to be removed and thereby complement the 
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servicing management plan. Currently, servicing could be on street or through 
Signmaker’s Yard with no controls. The applicant had already offered to restrict 
servicing to off-peak hours and to use a banksman in doing so. 

Committee members remarked there would already be commercial waste collection 
with the existing use, though this would likely be less than expected with a hotel use.

Responding to further questions, officers advised:

- Cycle parking in Signmakers Yard associated with Bedford House would be 
reprovided further up the Yard. This would amount to 20 spaces in the form of 
two-tier Josta racks;

- The purpose of the small structures in Signmakers Yard was unclear, but they 
were seemingly ancillary structures to the neighbouring bank and outside the 
perimeter of the site; and

- A draft transport strategy had been provided by the applicant. Officers had 
assessed this and agreed that the proposed size of vehicles to be used for 
servicing could comfortably manoeuvre in Signmaker’s Yard

Invited to comment, the applicant’s agent confirmed that the width of Signmaker’s 
Yard was between 5.5 and 6.2m.

On access for disabled users of the hotel, the applicant’s agent outlined that as it 
stood disabled users of the hotel could be dropped off on Delancey Street or 
Camden High Street, and if the cycle scheme came forward, taxis could use the 
adjacent loading bay to drop-off with a signalled crossing to get into the hotel.

The Planning Officer informed the Committee in response to questions that policy E3 
set out that hotel accommodation larger than 1000sqm should be in the central 
London area, on the basis of accessibility and proximity to tourist sites, but did not 
prevent larger hotels elsewhere where appropriate. At this site the PTAL rating was 
6b, showing it was highly accessible in line with the intention of the policy. The 
constraints of the site and mixed use, with three social rented units, ground floor 
retail use and a proportion of the site at basement level, meant that officers 
considered a hotel of this size acceptable at this site. It was worth noting that the 
London Plan had targets on uplift in the number of hotel rooms of an extra 2,500 per 
year, many of which would have to be provided in Camden.

The Head of Development Management remarked on a number of recently approved 
applications for hotels in Camden Town, which were not much smaller than that 
proposed for this site. The policy was trying to ensure the largest hotels were in the 
most accessible places. This site was accessible, and only 80 hotel rooms were 
being provided. Hotels also supported the viability of town centre areas.

On the design, officers confirmed that changes had been made following the second 
visit to the Design Review Panel to address the Panel’s outstanding minor points.
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Committee members noted the oversupply in policy terms of affordable housing on 
the site and welcomed this, reflecting that adherence in full to the policy position 
would be to reduce the social market housing and increase market housing. Officers 
advised that given the affordable housing floorspace exceeded policy requirements 
there was no mechanism through which to seek more.

Answering further questions, the Planning Officer advised:

- An energy statement had been provided and overall a BREEAM excellent 
rating would achieved, substantially surpassing what was required in policy 
terms;

- Both the hotel rooms and affordable housing would have mechanical 
ventilation heat recovery units with carbon and nitrous oxide filtration. These 
were conditioned and would be reviewed by an air quality officer to ensure 
they met standards;

- There was no physical barrier to stop people entering the bar. However, with 
the bar located at basement level, no signage or street presence to attract 
people, and a design to look more like a lounge area it was expected that 
essentially only hotel guests and their visitors would use it. Its hours of 
operation would be less than other local licensed venues and it would be 
managed as part of the hotel management plan; and

- There would be obligations on the contractor to exclusively advertise with the 
King’s Cross Construction Skills Centre and have defined apprenticeships in 
place. There would also be two end-use apprenticeships related to the hotel 
use.

Committee members remarked that it in the circumstances a connection with 
Westminster Kingsway College over the end-use apprenticeships and jobs 
associated with the hotel would be useful.

Returning to the servicing arrangements, the Head of Development Management 
acknowledged that determining whether the servicing arrangements would be 
appropriate was challenging in the context of a potential change to the road layout in 
the medium-term. There were however, multiple servicing solutions and a servicing 
management plan provided the flexibility to determine the best servicing solution as 
circumstances changed and became clearer. It was important to note that there 
would be a need for servicing for whatever use was on the site.

Committee members requested that the servicing management plan be referred to 
the Members’ Briefing Panel for them to advise the Director of Regeneration and 
Planning on whether to refer it to the Planning Committee for approval:

On being put to the vote, it was with 6 votes in favour, 3 against and 1 abstention:
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RESOLVED –

THAT planning permission be approved subject to conditions and a Section 106 
legal agreement as set out in the report and tabled papers, subject to the following 
amendments;

a) Revisions to condition 10 regarding non-road mobile machinery to reflect the 
new standards;

b) A requirement for the servicing management plan to be referred to the 
Members’ Briefing Panel to advise the Director of Regeneration and Planning 
as to whether it should be referred to the Planning Committee or agreed 
under officers’ delegated powers.

ACTION BY: Director of Regeneration and Planning
Borough Solicitor

7(2)  BUILDING S3, KING'S CROSS CENTRAL, YORK WAY, LONDON N1C 
4AB 

Consideration was also given to the information contained in the supplementary 
agenda.

The Planning Officer outlined in his presentation that condition 5 regarding an 
earthworks and remediation plan needed to be revised, as the applicant had now 
submitted further information. The condition should therefore be revised to secure a 
validation plan instead.

The applicant had also revised the layout of the cycle store to accommodate 
Transport for London requirements on accessible space as referred to in the draft 
London Plan.

The Committee considered a model of the scheme and were advised of the position 
of adjoining buildings and location of the S4 site, which was at the pre-application 
stage and the maximum parameters that it could be built out to. The areas of public 
realm were identified, with the Committee informed that the current application only 
covered part of the public realm due to be provided in the area. This application 
presented predominantly hard landscaping, but the future S4 site application would 
have more soft landscaping. The service access was identified as was the location of 
the possible future bus route. The mezzanine level and plant location were also 
noted, with the Committee advised that the intention was to try and make the plant 
more of a feature than usual.

Materials were also discussed, noting particularly the metal-clad upper floors, use of 
terracotta surrounds to provide a warmer colour. It was confirmed that the details of 
materials would be secured by condition.
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Issues of potential overlooking and disturbance were discussed, with officers noting 
that no privacy screens or controls were proposed in respect of future use of the 
terraced. Officers outlined that the future residential layout of building S4 could be 
designed to minimise any such issues.

Committee members flagged the comments from the Police’s Designing Out Crime 
Officer and their concerns over the large undercroft area with recessed doors, which 
gave potential for concealment and anti-social behaviour. The Planning Officer 
advised that this had been discussed with the applicant, and officers agreed that this 
could be managed through the detailed design and how the space was managed as 
part of the site-wide management strategy. There was some overlooking and 
visibility into that undercroft area and following discussions, an additional condition 
had been proposed as per the supplementary agenda, which would allow for greater 
design control to address the Police’s concerns.

In terms of sustainability, the Planning Officer informed the Committee that the 
application had to be assessed against the outline planning permission agreed in 
2006, which provided the framework against which the application had to be 
assessed. The application exceeded the standard for sustainability defined in that 
outline permission and there was no basis upon which the Council could require a 
higher standard to be applied.

In terms of noise measurements, the standard approach had been adopted which 
did not include assessing likely internal noise. It was unlikely the applicant would 
want a plant that was so noisy that it would disturb the occupants of the building. 
There were extensive noise controls on the outline planning permission and the 
application adhered to those.

Committee complimented the design of the building but sought clarification over the 
sewerage issues raised by Thames Water. The applicant outlined that there was an 
overall sewerage plan for the King’s Cross site, with each building allotted an 
allowance. Taken in isolation, the sewerage raised concerns for Thames Water but 
having subsequently discussed with them they were happy on the basis it conformed 
to the site-wide plan. The Planning Officer confirmed they had seen communications 
to that effect.

It was suggested that some protections in terms of the balcony terraces approximate 
to the future residential units would be welcome, whether than be screening, more 
planting, controls on amplified music or similar. Invited to comment, the applicant 
outlined that they would be reluctant to offer definitive constraints as some use of the 
terraces was desired and different occupants might have different intentions as to 
their use. He proposed a balcony management plan, which could be flexible and 
adapt as adjacent sites were designed and built out. The Committee agreed that was 
a sensible approach.

On being put to the vote, it was with 11 votes unanimously in favour:
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RESOLVED –

i) THAT the reserved matters application be granted subject to conditions as set 
out in the report and supplementary agenda subject to the following 
amendments:

a) Revision of condition 5 regarding an earthworks and remediation plan to 
secure a validation plan instead;

b) An additional condition to secure a balcony management plan to address 
potential amenity impacts on residential units approximate to the site.

ii) THAT the relevant associated conditions of outline planning permission 
2004/2307/P be discharged.

ACTION BY: Director of Regeneration and Planning

7(3)  ST PANCRAS COMMERCIAL CENTRE, 63 PRATT STREET, LONDON, 
NW1 0BY 

Consideration was also given to the information contained in the supplementary 
agenda and tabled papers, as well as a written submission as referred to at item 4 
above.

The Planning Officer outlined that the wording of condition 26 regarding non-road 
mobile machinery needed to be updated to reflect the new standards.

The Committee considered a model of the scheme, with officers orientating 
members, identifying the residential and office blocks. Sample materials were also 
examined, notably the red sandstone and green ceramic tiles. These were durable 
and the colour and tone reflected those of materials used on other local buildings. 
Officers also confirmed there would be planting adjacent to the parapet on the 
terraces to prevent people getting too close to the edge.

Responding to questions on servicing and parking, the Planning Officer informed the 
Committee:

- A servicing management plan would be secured. It was envisaged the road 
through the site would work much like a normal road, working one-way from 
Pratt Street to St Pancras Way, and was wide-enough for overtaking so 
servicing could take place easily;

- The road would be gated in the evening so no shortcut would be created, 
which should address concerns about it becoming an anti-social behaviour 
hotspot; and

- There would be space outside each light industrial unit for drop-offs and pick-
ups. There were also some existing parking bays on St Pancras Way that 
would be unaffected.
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Committee members noted the concerns of the owner of the neighbouring Golden 
Lion public house, and invited officers to comment. In response, officers advised that 
the impact on the pub had been assessed and while there was a degree of 
overlooking, this was considered acceptable as it was from offices which would only 
be in use in weekday working hours. Putting reflective windows on the pub – a non-
residential heritage asset – as requested by the owner was not desirable, and in any 
case mitigation treatments, if considered necessary, would have to be applied to the 
scheme and not to another building.

The Planning Officer clarified that there had been further conversations with the 
Greater London Authority (GLA), which were detailed in tabled paper. In summary, 
the GLA was now satisfied with the net increase in affordable floorspace, the façade 
treatment, disability access and urban greening. The only outstanding issues were a 
fire strategy, which needed to be provided upfront and clarifications on noise, 
vibration and energy. All of these could be resolved subsequent to planning 
permission being granted.

Committee members flagged the agent of change principle in the context of the 
adjacent Prince Albert and Golden Lion pubs and suggested a related head of term 
in the Section 106 legal agreement to require neighbours to be informed about future 
uses on the site.

Turning to daylight and sunlight, the Planning Officer responded to the Committee’s 
concerns by outlining that while there were four north-facing, single-aspect units 
which would receive less sunlight, officers had balanced this against the better 
outlook they would have from looking out onto Georgiana Street. Residents would 
have access to some private outdoor amenity space as well.

In terms of overlooking between the two housing blocks, there might be some, but 
the internal designs minimised this through not having living rooms looking onto 
living rooms for example.

Responding to further questions, the Planning Officer advised:

- There would be an additional two disabled parking bays on Georgiana Street 
for the affordable housing, which had been requested by the Housing Officer. 
Another space would be added on Pratt Street for the office use, which 
conformed to the draft London Plan. The preference was for on-site parking, 
but Transport were happy that adding on-street spaces in these locations 
would not cause any issues;

- Local schools had not been consulted over the proposals. However, with 33 
homes being added and not all being suitable for family use, there would not 
be significant number of new children living at the site; and

- Both housing blocks would have cycle parking at basement level for residents.

Committee members queried the impact on the Regent Canal Conservation Area. 
Officers referred the Committee to additional detail in the tabled information, but 
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remarked on the variety in the Conservation Area, with buildings historically being 
built up to edge of the canal. The current open area was therefore something of an 
anomaly and the proposal would enhance the Conservation Area by addressing that; 
it was therefore not harmful. The Head of Development Management remarked that 
a number of adjacent site proposals were likely to come forward increasing the 
density in the local area. The proposal struck a balance between optimising use of 
the site against the views in the Conservation Area.

Committee members commented on London Plan seeking to avoid north-facing, 
single-aspect units as some of the residential units were in this proposal. They also 
noted the lack of open space, and whether the payment in lieu was acceptable. A 
requirement to retain the architects was sought by the Committee as well.

Officers replied that north-facing, single-aspects units had been minimised but were 
difficult to avoid completely given the competing needs of providing residential units 
including affordable housing and reproviding good quality industrial floorspace at the 
site. A commercial development was considered acceptable in this location, and 
residential floorspace was being secured in addition to that. The policy in terms of 
uplift in residential as a proportion of uplift in total did not apply to this site as it was 
not in central London.

On being put to the vote, it was with 11 votes in favour, none against and 1 
abstention:

RESOLVED –

THAT planning permission be granted subject to conditions and a Section 106 legal 
agreement as set out in the report, supplementary agenda and tabled papers and 
the following amendments:

a) Condition 26 regarding non-road mobile machinery to be updated to reflect 
the new standards;

b) An additional Section 106 legal agreement head of term related to the agent 
of change principle and a need for neighbouring occupiers to be informed 
about future uses on the site;

c) An additional Section 106 legal agreement head of term to require the 
retention of the architect.

ACTION BY: Director of Regeneration and Planning
Borough Solicitor
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7(4)  MARIA FIDELIS SCHOOL, 2-10 NORTH GOWER STREET, LONDON, NW1 
2LY 

Consideration was also given to the information contained in the supplementary 
agenda as well as the deputations and written submissions as referred to at item 4 
above.

Officers noted the need to revise proposed condition 13 on non-road mobile 
machinery to update it for current standards.

Committee members commented that the existing Construction Skills Centre was 
well-run with a number of committed, hard-working young individuals attending. 
Therefore, suggestions that moving it to this site would result in amenity impacts 
from the behaviour of its users seemed ill-founded. 

The Committee also welcomed the provision of green space where there was none 
now, highlighting the additional 32 trees to replace the 8 being removed. The 
Planning Officer outlined that the provision of green space was a temporary 
mitigation measure to address the loss of St James’ Gardens. This green space 
would be in place for 10 years in line with the planning permission, but permanent 
green space would follow in due course as secured as part of the High Speed 2 
agreements. The Head of Development Management confirmed that the future use 
of the site would be subject to an application to be assessed against the policies in 
place at that time.

Committee members requested informatives be added setting out:

- If viability improved, options for affordable workspace provision should be 
explored; and

- Arrangements for community hall access on Fridays for use in relation to 
Friday prayers in liaison with the local mosque, as well as free access to the 
community when otherwise not in use.

On being put to the vote it was, with 11 votes unanimously in favour:

RESOLVED –

THAT planning permission be granted subject to conditions and Section 106 legal 
agreement as set out in the report and supplementary agenda and subject to the 
following amendments:

a) Condition 13 on non-road mobile machinery to be updated to reflect current 
standards;

b) An additional informative setting out that if viability improved, options 
affordable workspace provision should be explored;
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c) An additional informative regarding arrangements for community hall access 
on Fridays for use in relation to Friday prayers in liaison with the local 
mosque, as well as free access to the community when otherwise not in use.

ACTION BY: Director of Regeneration and Planning
Borough Solicitor

7(5)  75 LAWN ROAD, LONDON, NW3 2XB 

This item was withdrawn from the agenda.

8.  ANY OTHER BUSINESS THAT THE CHAIR CONSIDERS URGENT 

There was none.

The meeting ended at 10.30 pm.

CHAIR

Contact Officer: Dan Rodwell
Telephone No: 020 7974 5678
E-Mail: planningcommittee@camden.gov.uk

MINUTES END


